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(ABSTRACT)

"TAKING A BITE OUT OF CRIME":

PRELIMINARY PERSPECTIVES ON THE INFLUENCES OF A

PUBLIC INFORMATION CAMPAIGN

Recent studies &f the impact of public information campaigns indicate
they may have greater efficacy than the research of previous decades )
suggested. This paper presents preliminary data from an ongoing study-
in-progress which supports that view. Summarized are results of an evalua-
tion of the public impact of the Advertising Council's "Take a Bite Out
of Crime" campaign, aimed at promoting greater citizen involvement 1in
crime prevention activities.

The data are derived from a national sample survey of public reactions
to the campaign, as well as .a panel sample examining changes. in Citizen
crime prevention orientations and behaviors as a function of exposure ;-
. . to the campaign. ' . R )

The findings suggest that the Advertising Council's Take a Bite Out
of Crime PSAs had marked and consistent influences on citizen perceptions
and attitudes regarding crime prevention, as:well as on their taking of
specific preventative actions.

Individuals exposed to the campaign exhibited significant increases
;over those not exposed in how much they thought they knew about crime
prevention; how effective they thought citizen prevention efforts were; and
how /confident they felt about being able to protect themselves from crime.
: PSAs also appeared to have a strong impact on the taking of crime
prevention actions/by citizens. Exposure to the campaign was significantly
related to increases in six of the seven specific preventative activities
most emphasized in televised PSAs. Particularly noteworthy were campaign-
related increases in neighborhood cooperative crime prevention efforts.

Taken at face value, these findings go far in refuting many of the
hypotheses and assumptions concerning campaign efficacy posed in earlier
decades. And, they tend to support more recently suggested views of the
media having the potential for more substantial, persuasive effects. Current-
ly underway are analyses which will attempt to explain the perhaps more
important considerations of "how" and "why" the influences occurred.




While public service-oriented media campaign'effecfs research has a
long tradition going back to now-classic field studies of the 1940s and N
early 1950s, the area went through a period of relative dormancy until
fairly recently. At least partly at the root of that dormant period in

.the late 1950s and 1960s were inferences from the previous research that
media campaigns were apt to have few if any effects, and when they did

occur they were likely to be among particular segments of the population

who were primarily seeking reinforcement of their already existing attitudes
and behaviors (cf. Star and Hughes, 1950; Hyman and Sheatsley, 1947; |
Klapper, 1960). Such "'limited effects' hypotheses were by nb means peculiar
to campaign research; indeed, early studies of media effects on such di-
verse activities as childhood soclalization, aggressive béhavior, and

votiqg behavior generally reached che-same kinds of conclusions.

However, research endeavors into these same areas ovér the past
decade have led to substantially revised conceptions of the kinds of
effects media are capable of having on individual and social behavior.
Perhaps the two most notable exampléq have involved: (1) Examinations of
the effects of violent media portrayals on the aggressive behavior of
audience members; and (2) The effects:of political media ‘content, especially
during election campaigns, on citizens' political cognitions, attitudes
and behaviors. In both instances, while the gravity and extent of the
media influences are open to argument, the empirical evidence 1s clearly
supportive of the media having the potential for doing more than simply
reinforcing a psychological status quo among audience members.

The increased potential for media.influence in contemporary soclety
should not seem overly surprising. ,Whilé~the underlying social processes
remain largely open to imquiry, it is clear that mass media have taken
a far more visible role as sources of inforﬁation, and perhaps influence
as well. The predominance and immediacy of television undeniably plays a
part in ail this, but also important are changes in the social and
political structure of the society itself. For various reasons, social
and political institutions and processes are not as stable as they appear

to have been in the 1940s and 1950s. Greater geographic mobility, the




changing makeup and role of family, and a lessening of the impact of
traditional social ties and values, to name a few things..have perhaps !
led to somewhat greater reliance on more "impersonal" sources of information _
and influence, such as mass.media.

While research on the persuasive effects of public infqrmafion
campaigns was in the forefront of the media studies of three decades
ago, there have been only few and widely scattered efforts 1n recent years
(cf. Atkin, 1979; Douglas et al, 1970; Farquahar, 1977; Hanneman and
McEwen, 1973; Maccoby and Solomon, 1981; McAlister, et al, 1980; Mendelsohn,
1973; 0'Keefe, 1971; Salcedo et al, 1974; Schemeling and Wotring, 1976).
However, the collective findings from these studies suggest rather strongly
that such campaigns may have noteworthy effects on audiences. Perhaps the
most striking data, as well as conceptual elaborations, are found in the
multi-year community heart disease preventign project underway at Stanford
University (cf. Maccoby and Solomon, 1981). Those results suggest rather
salient effecté of mass media messages per se on public cognitions,

attitudes and behaviors copcerning heart disease prevention.

One difficulty found throughout the recent research on campaigns has
been a lack of consistent conceptual or theoretical perspectives to guide
problem development-and design. Howevéf, as more data-centereé evaluative
studies continue to contradict the earlier limited effects-related. hypotheses,
more elaborate models will sureiy be developed. And, they are likely to
be based upon assumptions that it 1s critical tolinvestigate the con-
tingencies under which different media messages result in different effects
for different kinds of people under different circumstances and at different
points in time. That 1is, media effects are unlikely to be found en masse,
or Eo be a(?}ibutablé to any one set of factors. Rather, it may be more
important to determine which factors are most operative in given communi-
cation situations involving given audiences.

The purpose of this paper is to report rather premiminary data from
an ongoing study—in progress, which we feel even at this early stage has

several strong implications for the way in which we look at the efficacy




~ of public information campaigns. It 18 intended as a somewhat informal

summary of results to déte, and 18 more descriptive than inferential in
nature. More comprehensive and detailed background information on the
project arelavailable from the author '(0'Keefe, 1982a; b) and in a final
report scheduled for spring 1983. ‘

BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

The campaign in question ;é the Advertisihg CouncIl'b‘"Take:a,Bicg.
Out of Crime" public service advertising campaign, produced under the
sponsorship of the Crime Prevention Coalition. The campaign has been
running since December 1980, and has attained, by the Advertising Council's
standards, an unusually high degree of gratis placement in the nation's,
media channels. The campaign is aimed at promoting citizen involvemeﬁt
in crime prevention efforts, mainly Ehrough increased burglary self-
protection, and, most notably, through neighborhood cooperative efforts
ambng citizens. - ,

By most critical accounts, the campaign caught on in tetms of media

placement because of the soaring concern over crime in recent years, and

its use of a rather clever cartoon dog, "McGruff;" arrayed in trenchcoat

and admonishing citf;ens to follow the example of "real people" prototypes

' From a

who through various means helped "Take a bite out of crime.’
research'pérspective, the campaign unfortunately presents several obstacles
to well-controlled evaluation of its effects on citizens. For oné, while
the investigators, upder the sponsorship of the U.S. Department of Justice
National Institute of Justice, received the full cooperation of the Advertis-
ing Council and Crime Prevention Coalition in examining the campaign's design and
strategy, little was possible in the way of pre-campaign research input.
Secondly, the national-scale dissemination logistics of the campaign
negated any ability on our part to fcontrol” the dissemination fér evaluative
purposes. . '

The campaign in total incoréorates the more obvious media campaign
utilizing public service advertisements, and perhaps less obvious but
potentially equally important community projedn;in.hundreds of locales all'
over the U.S. The localized projects are highly diversified and ﬂependept




upon individual community needs and resources. The media campaign serves
as something of an umbrella for these, providing a shared identity and
rationale. Our concern in this study at this point is almost exclusively
with the impaet on the public-at-large of the media campaign. Nationwide,
the public service advertisements were, as of November 1981, by far the
most visible aspect of the campaign,”and the aspect of it with the greatest
potential for impact on citizens overdll as of that time.

The public service advertisement format renders placement of specific
ads within specific locales over the country quite haphazard and dependent
upon the willingness of media outlets to incorporate them as space end time
permit. ‘Moreover, the design of the campaign made no allowance for attempted
dissemination of the PSAs in particular communities while withholding the
messages from othe;s, making classic "treatment versus controi community"
field experiment designs impossible. Thus our overall research effort is
based upon the "next best' design options available: (1) The use of a
national sample survey to determine the reach or penetration of the campaign
over the nation as a whole and within vainus kinds of citizen subgroups;
and to examine citizen self-evaluations of the impact and effectiveness
of the campaign; and (2) The incorporation of a panel survey in which
respondents interviewed in 1979 prior to the campaign's release ‘wouyld be
reinterviewed in 1981, for the purpose ‘of examining changes in their crime
prevention orientations and attempting to trace those to exposure to the
campaign.l

The national sample survey, subcontracted to the Roper Organization,

was conducted with a standard multi-stage probability sample of 1,200

-

lSuch panel designs are somewhat flawed in the ability to remove 1interactive
"threats" to the external validity of the inferences, most notably test
interation, when used in Trigorous testing of hypotheses (cf. Campbell and
Stanley, 1963; Cook and Campbell, 1979). However, they can be quite
appropriate in pointing to general trends insofar as campaign exposure and
effectiveness are concerned. This is particularly true given the added
advantage of comparing the campaign-related changes found in the panel with
respondents’' own self-reports and interpretations from the national sample.

\




adults interviewed in their homes for appégjz;ately 45 minutes during
November 1981. The questionnaire included unajded and aided recall measures
of exposure to the campaign PSAs and extensive self-report measures of
their perceived impact upon the respondents. Other items focused upon
citizen cognitions, attitudes and behaviors conferning crime and its

) prévention; media habits in general, and demographic indicators.

The panel survey encompassed a probability sample of 1,049 adults -
initially interviewed in person 1in Bdffalo, Denver and Milwaukee in
September 1979, three months prior to the campaign's onset. The three
locales were chosen to provide diversity - in regional.characteristics and
crime rate profiles, while assuring an adequate media mix for at least
potentially moderate distribution of the McGruff campaign PSAs. The
second round of interviews was carried out by telephone in November 1981,
with 426 of the original respondents (41 percent) béing successfully
reinterviewed. Réspondents' se1f¥reports as to whether they recalled having
been exposed to the PSAs served as the basis for separating the sample into
an "experimental" group (those exposed) and a control group. Potential
effects of that exposure in terms of changes in orientations toward crime
and crime prevention were examined by means of simple before-after group

comparisons, and by more stringent multivariate control procedures.

RESULTS. ' »

While our major concern in this paper will be with an overview of the
findings on the campaigns's effects, ié is useful to begin by briefly
summarizing the results concerning the rather sizeable extent of exposure to
the McGruff PSAs.

The national sample analysis found that over half (22 percent) of the
respondents recalled having seen or heard at least one of the Take a Bite
Out of Crime PSAs, primarily over television, and a‘third of the sample had
encountered them more than 10 times. The campaign also appeared to be
reaching a highly diversified audience demographically, with little indication

that persons in any particular social or economic strata were beyond the

scope of the PSAs. (Something of an exception was age level, with younger

£




persons decidedly more likely than older ones to report exposure; nonetheless,

a third of respondents over age 64 could recall the McGruff ads.) Persons

* who regularly either watched hore television or listened more to the radio

were likelier to have come across the ads, having of course greater opportunity v
to do so. ’ , ‘ )

The panel (48 pércent exposed) supported the inference drawn from the
national sample that the campaign reached a broad;based population demo-
graphically. Moreover, while there was a tendency for persons perceiving
themselves as less khowle&geable and prevention measures as more effective
to have bé;;\exposed, the PSAs appear to have reached goodly numbers of
individuals with widely varying perceptions and orientations regarding crime
and its prevehtiqn. However, attentiveness to the PSAs was much less
uniform, with greater attention to them being paid by persons previously more
knowledgeable and confident regarding prevention, and those more concerned
about protecting themselves. Individ&als engaged in more prevention activities
were also more attentive, as were those who anticipated that more information
about prevention would benefit them. Thus selective exposure was found to -
be only a minor factor here, perhaps not surprising in an age of ubiquitous
tele;ision commercials. However, selective attention proved far more
prominent.

While, w#th a fewlexceptions, exposure rates do seem relatively
homogenous across the sample, this should not of course imply that the
messages were perceived in the same way by persons with varied orientations
to crime and prevention, nor that the messages were as effective for some
individuals as for others. But the findings do testify to the strength
of dissemination of the campaign, as well as to the impact of its themes
and appeals, in allowing citizens with many varying dispositions toward
crime and prevention to at least have had the-opportunity to hear the ‘

message.

Campaign Effects on Crime Prevention Orientations

) The panel sample analysis of the effectiveness of the Take a Bite OQut
of Crime campaign focused on several components of citizen resbonsivengss

vis a vis crimé*prevention. The campaignhin general, and the public service




advertisements in particular; presented ciﬁizens with a rather diversified
range of appeals, content areas, ﬁedia formats, and suggeStions for actions.
Here, we will consider thnsecrime prevention orientations and behaviors ‘
which the campaign would seem to have had the greatest potential for infloenc-

ing during its first two years.

Background

In the most general terms, we view the campaign as having been largely
concerned with effecting increased citizen competence in helping to reduée
crime. The term 'prevention coﬁpetence" serves as an organizing’rubric
encompassing several kinds of orientations and behaviors through which
citizens may demonstrate their ability in the crime prevention arena.l
Prevention competence is likely to increase among citizens to the ‘extent
that they: *
(1) Are more fully aware of effective prevention techniques;
(2) Hold positive attitudes about the effectiveness of citizen—inltiatéd
prevention activities, and about their own responsibility for getting
1nvolveq in prevention; (3) Feel capable about carrying out actions them-
selves to reduce their chantes of victimization; (4) Are concerned about
protecting themselves aqd others from crime; and (5) Actually engage in

actions aimed at reducing crime.

Thus prevention competehce includes the same general constellation of |
dependent variables often found in communication effects and persuasion
studies. with varying degrees of conceptual sophistication, persuasion is
usuaily apt to be seen as at least a four-step process involving: .(1) The
building of awareness or knowledge; (2) The inducement of attitude change;
(3) Motivating individuals toward behavior by generating interest or concern;
dnd (4) Finally effecting behavioral éhange (cf, McGuire, 1969; Percy and
Rossiter, 1980; Cialdini et al, 1981; Solomon, 1981).

While this sequence of potential campaign-induced events has a nice
logic about it, rarely can even well-designed and carefully targeted media
campaigns be expected to successfully inddce changes on their own along all

of the above dimensions. For one thing, the degree to which persuasion may

occur 1is higﬁlyﬂdependent upon existing audience dispositions concerning the

-
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topic or issue at hand. Some issues are simply more change-resistant than
. are others. And, when media campaigns in of themselves are effective to any
degree, it is likelier to be in terms of g;oviding increased kno&ledge‘pr,
ﬁerhaps, in changing attitudes. As Bandura (1977) has cogently theorized
and as Farquhar et al (1977), Maccoby and Solomon (1981),-and McAlister
et al (1980) have demonstrated empirically, people are more likely to act
on information acquired from mass media sources when appropriate social and
environmental supports are present. There are indeed several ambiguities
and problems in interpreting the specific types of changes{ and the processcs
underlying them, which may be influenced at least in part by public Informa-
tion campaigns.
Moreover, it is also possible that media mdssages may induce action-
taking Witﬁbut necessarily effecting congruent cognitive or attitudinal )
changes. This would seem particularly true of éctions requiring littlg
rationalléﬁtion, cost or effect (R&y, 1973).
) It is also important to note that the Take a Bite Out of Crime campaign,
particularly insofar as the PSAs are concerned, was aimed at "the public"
in a highly diversified manner. A renSQnable
pnssibillty¢9dsts that the campaign would have scattershot influences on
various types of people depending upon their already existing orientations

toward crime and prevention--perhaps simPly informing some, changing

selected attitudes 1n others, making still others more concerned, and

, .
perhaps triggering some into action. Foﬁ example, if a particular citizen

is already concerned about crime, and already feels that self-prevention
techniques may be effective, the campaign may have provided information about
speeific prevention techniques and how to use them, prompting "action."

+

Prevention Orientation Effects

Persons exposed to the campaign showed significant changes in three
of the five crime prevention(wientat1§ndispositions. Campaign exposure
wag associated with: (1) Increases in how much respondents thought thy
knew about crime prevention; (2) More positive attitudes about the effective-
ness of citizens taking action to help prevent crime; and (3) Gregter
feelings of personal competence in protecting oneself from crime. The

campaign appeared to have no impact, however, on feelings of personal

. 8.




 responsibility for helping prevent crime, or on persong;liéncern regarding
i

a.

crime prevention. These findings held even when controNdng f the several
pqnsible lntervening variables. » , '

Tables 1 and 2Adetail these results.2 Taking the relationship between
campaign exposure.a;d;self-perceived prevention knowledge in Table 16 as
an example, we see that the simple regression analysis yielded a beta
value of .09, indicating a positive and significant relationship between
campaign exposure and perceived knowledge in 1981, controlling for level
of knowledge in 1979. (One-tailed significance levels art;nsed for these
analyses, since we are predicting that campaign exposure wiil result in a
change in a specific direction for each dependent variable, e.g..we expect .
"more" rather than "less" knowled;e.) ' '

The hierarchical regression analysis in the lower part of the tab}e

indicates that the relationship between exposure and perceived knowledge

ZThe analyses of the panel sample effects data require not only a simple
comparison between campaign-exposed and unexposed groups to find out if the
exposed group '"changed more," but also the contgol of extraneous variables -
which may have interactively influenced either campaign exposure, or the
change measure over time, or both simultaneously. While it 1s impossible
to constrain the influence of all potential extraneous variables, we can
make some good judgments about what kinds of variables would be most likely
to intervene, and control for them accordingly. Toward that end, our
analyses utilize a rather stringent hierarchical multiple regression
control procedure.

The most obvious potential intervening variables appeared to be:

(1) Respondent encounters with crime prevention campaigns other than McGruff;
(2) Exposure to crime-related mass media content; and, of course, (3) Direct
encounters with crime, or having bgen victimized. Measures of tach of these
atimuli were inserted into the regression equation as a blnck_;mmcﬁfﬁfﬁfy\\\\
preceding the campaign exposure measure.

As a more conservative device, we also chose to include in the equation
as control variables a blcok of five demagraphic indicators which appeared
most closely associated with campaign exposure and prevention orientations,
including age, sex, education, income and neighborhood social status. These
were included as a block prior to the above one. It appeared likely that
any unidentified extraneous variables tending to influence the change
scores would do so unevenly across at least some of those dempgraphics,
and thus "controlling" for the demographics should help minimize their

impact. It was also hoped that this would help minimize any effects based

upon interaction between the pre-campaign interviewing round and exposure
to the campaign or other intervening stimuli. :

9.
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remains significant (beta = ,08) when the other potential intervening variables -
are controlled fOr.3 S '

The regression analysis“for prevention knowledge also indicates that

- exposure to other prevention campaigns was a1so associated with gains in

knowledge over the two—yeaf”period (beta = .10), and that men gained more in
knowledge than did women (beta = .08). The possibility that those or .other =
variables may have interacted with campaign exposure so that they acted in
combination to affect prevention knowledge will be considered later in the
study. - » ' ’ ,

Table 1 also indicates that campaignrexposure was not associated with
changes in prevention responsibility (uncontrolled beta = - .02; controlled
beta = - 03), but. that exposure was related to more positive att1tudes con-

:cerning the efficacy of personql prevention behaviors. And Table 2 reveals
that changes in prevention confidencef but not concern, were re1ated to
exposure to the McGruff campaign. o - : A .

These findings are strongly supportive of (and in turn are reinforced
by) self-reports of respondents in the national sample according to what
they said they thought they had gained from PSAs. - ‘

" The lack of impact of campaign exposure on concern about protect1ng
oneself from crime lends itself to some ambiguity in interpretation. On the
one hand, a goal of the campaign is ‘to make~citizens ‘concerned enough so that
they will act appropriately, but not so'ooncerned as to unduly frighten them.
.Given a finding that-concern'about prevention in the 1979 o
'data“was substantially correlated with heightened'perceptions of crime in
‘6ﬁ¢'s own environment,gand greater personal vulnerability, it may actually

Specifically, the 1979 knowledge score (Time l or '"T1") was entered as the
first block of the regression equation, allowing it to explain as much of
the variation in the 1981 (Time 2) knowledge store as it could. In the second
block of the equation, the demographic indicators were entered as a "general-
. ized" control on unspecified extraneous variables. The third block consisted
of the three factors--apart from McGruff campaign exposure--most likely to
directly affect prevention knowedge: (1) Victimization experience; (2) Atten-
tion to news and entertainment media'crime content; and (3) Exposure to other
prevention campaigns. Finally, exposure to McGruff was entered as a dummy
variable in the fourth block with that beta value reflecting the singular
impact of campaign exposure on knowledge, with the effects of the other
\variables on knoWledge "controlled dut."




o : . .
be a. "plus" for the campaign that it did not significantly increase such
'concern. Indeed, the PSAs, by emphasizing the most positive approaches to

' crime prevention, appear to have built more positive citizen dispositions——
"knowledge, sense of efficacy, and confidence--w ile at: the same time m1ni— v

‘mizing potentially more negative orientations toward prevention.
. ) . ‘ &'
Crime Orientation Effects ‘ . : : e

‘Before moving ahead into discussing the effects of the campaign on
preventative behaviors, 1t may be helpful to take note .of the campaigns‘s
“potential for affecting citizen's orientations toward ‘crime per se. It .
could be -argued that while the campaign was having posit1ve influences on
certain prevention dispositions, it may have been dolng so at the expense :
of making -individuals more fearful of crime or seeing themselves as more
vulnerable to 1it.

The panel sample respdndents were *asked in both waves of the survey:

(1) Whether they. thought the crime rate was increasing or decreasing in
their neighborhoods, (2) How safe they felt being out in their ne1ghborhoods
at night; (3) How dangerous in terms of crime they saw their own neighbor-
hoods as compared to others; (4) How likely they thought it was that their

| ,xes1dences would be burglarized,,and (5) How liely they thought 1t was that
they would be attacked or robbed. 4 : g

The findings presented in Table 3 suggest that the campaign had v1rtua11y
no impact on. respondents perceptions of crime within their immediate neighbor- '
goodsl No meaningful changes in perceptions of crime rate, sense of personal
safety at ‘night, or comparative neighborhood danger were found to be associated-

" with exposure to the campaign. However, Table 4 suggests that the campaign

was having some effect on perceptions of likelihood of victimization, ‘and in
a curiously inverse wayvat fhat. Persons expOSed to the McGruff PSAs signifi—"'
cantly lowered their estimations of likelihood of being burglarized. But,
campaign exposure was '‘also related to modest 4ncreases in . perceived probability
of being a victim of violent crime. (The uncontrolled relationship was’

: significant at the .01 level' with controls the association dropped to just
below Significance ) One working hypothesis at this point might be that,'

since the most prominent features of the campaign dealt with household
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’Aprotection against burglary, the exposed respondents may have felt somewhat
assured that what they got out of the campaign would help diminish their
'chances of . burglary. On the other handy the overall theme of "crime" in

the PSAs may have also heightened their general concern about it, channeling
that concern more into thoughts about ‘violent crime which most of the PSAs
vdealt very little with , '

It also, appears ‘that attention to media crime content in general is
strongly related to many citizen orientations toward crime, particularly
their perceived vulnerability. The previous tables also picked up a’
positive relationship between media crime attention and prevention concern
and the perceived effectiveness of citizen preVention techniques. While
more fully developed analyses of this relationship are beyond our scope

‘here, they will be more fully considered later in the study.

fCampalgn Effects on Prevention Activities

t

The most stringent test of an information campaign's effectiveness is
whethermchanges in people's actual actions‘or behaviors can be traced to
their exposure to the campaign. In the national sample, nearly a fourth
of the campaign—exposed respondents sald they had taken preventative actionsa
as a result of having seen or heard the McGruff PSAs, and they typically
gave such examples as improving household security or helping their neighbors
in prevention efforts. '

Panel respondents were queried in both 1979 and 1981 as to whether or
to what extent they were engaged in each of 25 prevention activities aimed
at protecting themselves and others from victimization. .To the degree that
the campaign was effective in stimulating behavioral change, it was expected
that persons exposed to 1t would have been likelier than those unexposed to -
have either adopted or begun '"doing more of" specific kinds of activities.

As others have alluded to (Lavrakas, 1980; Skogan and Maxfield, 1981)

" and as we will detail in the final report on this project, categorizing the
full set of prevention activities is a complex undertaking due to their
diversitv. Moreover, some activities may be seen as functionally equivalent
to others, and some have greater relevance to certain kinds of people in
certain situations. For organizational purposes here, we will tentatively

arrange the activities into several discrete groups, building on the

12,
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groundwork provided by Lavrakas and Skogan and Maxfield We have éenerally
attempced to order them.according to the degree of "cost" involved in -
implementing or practicing them. , ¢
We begin with the most effortless behaviors: of locking doors or leaving
on lights- when out, moving to mqre effortful actions such as asking neighbors
or bolice to watch the house, to cooperating with neighbors or joining’
\§£revention‘groups._ We conclude with more costly actual "purchases" such as
buying burglar alarms, gheft~in5urance and the like. We also include under N
purchases any employment of professional prevention resources such as having
' pélice do a household security check. Even though‘usually "free of cost,"
the effort can be quite_time—consuﬁing.
Obviously, some individual actions are going to be relafively easy for
some people while costly for others, and we do not offer this schema as a
uniform "scale' of difficulty. Rathér, it is a way of organizing a wide
range of diverse actions in a reasonably coherent manner. Moreover, we
have discriminated within the "behavidral" actions and the "purchase'" actions
by noting ones associ&ted with target haréening, deterrence, survelllance,

personal precaution, loss reduction, and cooperation with others, borrowing

heavily from Lavrakas and Skogan and Maxfield. .

Our full array of preventive actions 18 as follows:

“

PREVENTIVE BEHAVIORS

Target Hardeniqg ,

‘Locking doors in the home, even when only leaving for a short time.
Keeping doors locked, even when at home.

Deterrence

Leaving on indoor lights when away from home at night. ) -
Leaving on outdoor lights when away from home at night.
When away for more than a day or so, using a time to turn on

lights or radio.

Surveillance

When away from home for more than a day or so, notifying police
. so that tfley will keep a special watch.
" When away for more than a day or so, stopping delivery of things
like newspapers or mail, or asking someone to bring them in.
When away' for more than a day or so, having a neighbor watch your
residence.
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Precaution

When going out after dark, going with someone else because of crime.
Going out by car instead of walking at night because of crime. .,
Taking something along with you when going out that could be used

' as protection against being attacked, assaulted or robbed.

Avoiding certain places in your neighborhood at night.

Cooperative i .

(Keeping an eye on) what's going on in the street in front of

' your home. :

(Contacting) police to report a crime or ‘some suspicious activity
in your neighborhood. : ‘

(Being a part of) a community group or. organization in your neighbor-
hood that tried to do something about crime in your neighborhood.

PREVENTIVE PURCHASES - ' . )

Target Hardening

(Having) your local police do a secufity check of your home.
(Having) special locks put on your doors or windows.
(Having) an operating burglar alarm system.

Deterrence

(Having) outdoor lights for security.
(Having) anti-theft stickers on doors. .
(Having) a dog at least partly for security.

Personal Precaution

(Having) a peephole or window in your door.
(Having) personal security devices such as a gun, tear gas, etc.

Caﬁpéign—Relevant Activities ¥

1

A "test" of campaign effects on prevention action-taking is made even
more difficult because of the varying degrees of emphasis placed on specific
activities withih different components of the campaign.” While the televised
PSAs focused on a fairly éiscrete get of activities, print ads covered a huch
broader range oﬁ recommendations, including at one point or another nearly

all of those the panel respondents were asked about.

AThere ig an additional problem #n that Iécal prevention groups may have used
the McGruff logo, whether sanctioned or not, as a tie-in to their own campaigns.
while we know, for example, that buying or carrying "protective devices'" such

as guns Or tear gas were never advocated in-the PSAs or in any other formal
aspect of the campaign, we may be less certain as to whether such actions

may have been implied by prevention interest groups perhaps using the campaign
as a springboard. Furthermore, we have no assurance that some individuals

who were prompted by the campaign to view individual action-taking as more

‘effective "translated” that disposition on their own into such behaviors as ,

weapon purchasing. ‘ o

14. ¢
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Thus we might argue that "positive'" changes, 1.e. in thé;ﬂir:ction of
"doing more," 1in any of the prevention activities among those exposed to
the campaign proyide some evidence of its impact on behavior. sBut also,
we may have more concrete assufence of the effectivenese of the campaign
if more changes are found among those activities that were clearly advocated
in the specific PSAs to which respondents werelmore exposed. Since 71 per-
cent of the respondents said they saw the ads most qften‘over television,
it seems reasonable to expect that, to the extent that the campaign was
having an impéct, it would be best discerned 4mong those actjvities specifi-
cally recommended in the three televised PSAs. (The storybeérds for these
PSAs are appended.) '

Consequently, we thight expect the most likely changews %o have been in:

* Locking doors when out ‘of the house ("Stop a Crime" PSA)

* Leaving outdoor lights on ("Stop a Crime")

* Using timer lights indoors ("Stop a Crime")

* Having neighbors watch the house ('"Stop a Crime") SA
* Keeping a watch on the neighborhood ("Gilstraps," "Mim Marth")
* Reporting suspicious incidents to police ("Gilstraps," "Mimi Marth")
* Joining with_gthers to prevent crime ("Mimi Marth")

In terms of emphasis, the first four of ‘the above actions were mentioned
in the original "Stop a Crime" PSA, but the latfer three served as the overall
themes for the two more recent ads, "Gilstraps" and "Mimi Marth." As for
the other activities, no other specific behaviors (police security checks,
not going out at night alone, etc.) were mentioned or\alluded to in the

‘televised PSAs, nor were any of the prevention purchases recommended.

Prevention Activity Effects =~ 7

Out of the seven prevention activities the campaign would seem most
likely to have influenced, significant changes associated with exposure to
the«campaign were found in six. No changes traceable to campaign exposure.
were found in any of the other activities, save one--having acquired 5 dog
at least partly for security purposes. s ’ '

This striking finding strongly suggests a marked and consistent influence

of the campaign on citizens* crime prevention.activities. Moreover, the one

’
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gase in which a significant campaign effect was“expected but not found was

_/4£ﬂgéat of more frequently locking doors when leaving the residence. Here,

KN
hS

‘there 1s strong evidence of a "ceiling effect" precluding megsurable change,
since 75 percent of the respondents in the first wave of interviews reported
"always" lecking up to begin with. And, the only significant result found
among-the’"less‘expected" activities--that of acquiring a dog--is obviously
tied to the campaign'svoverall theme. We turn to the findings in detail.
The analyses follow the same pattern as described earlier for the
;prevention orientation effects. In Table'5 we see that neither of the
target hardening behaviors--locking doors when out of, or when in, the

residence had changes significantly associated with campaign exposure, with or

without controls inserted. On the contrary, campaign exposure was significantly

related to leaving on outdoor lights and using indoor timer lights with
greater frequency, both of which were advocated in the "Stop a Crime"
televised PSA (Table 6). No significant campaign effects wete found for
leaving on indoor lights per se, nor for the surveillance behaviors of having
police do a security check, nor for stopping deliveries when out of éown
(Table 7). However, persons exposed to the PSAs were signifcantly likelier
to have asked a neighbor to keep an eye on their homes when they were out,

as recommended in '"Stop a Crime." .

None of the_changes‘in the taking of personal precautions when out of
the house were related to campaign exposure (Table 8); nor were they mentioned
in the televised PSAs. It might be noted that exposure to campaigns other
than McGruff was significantly related to changes in three of the four ‘
ptécautionary measures, indicating that there was some publicity given to.
those actions amon theﬁpanel cities.

The strongesstrelationships between McGruff exposure and behavioral
ehanges occurred among the cooperative action~taking steps, which also
received the heaviest emphasis in the "Gilstraps' and "Mimi M?rth" PSAs.
Campaign exposure was significantly correlated with increases in" "keeping
a watch'" outside one's home (beta = .11), reporting suspicious events to
the police (beta = .13), and joining crime prevention groups or organizations
(beta = .09) (Table 9.) The strength of these relationships 1s particularly

noteworthy given that these can be regarded as fairly "costly" actions to

"take in terms of time and effort--at least certainly moreso than, say,

16.




locking up or leaving on lights. As with the precautionary actioné, eprsure
to prevention campaigns other than McGruff was also significantly related to
positive changes in cooperative behaQiors, again suggesting Community—baéed
campaign efforts advocating such in the panel locales.

On the whole, the PSAs appear to have been most effective in promoting .

cooperative behaviors, fdllowed by certain deterrence ahd surveillance actions.
Purchasing Activity Effects 4

5 The campaign overall general downplayed the need for citizens to
speﬁd money on property protection by purchasing such things as burglar
alarms, theft insurance and particularly, weapons. We have also included
under "puréhasesf activities which require effért in terms of contacting
énd enlisting the help of professional crime prevention agencies, including
having police do séc&rity checks, obtaining property I.D. materials, and
the like. While some of theBe latter steps thay have been recommended in
other components of the Take a Bite Out of Crime campaign, they were not
dealt with in the televised PSAs. ‘

The banel findings clearly indicate that campaign exposure was generally
upassociated with such purchases madg during the period between the two

l'at

surveys (Tables 10 to 13), with the notable exception of getting a dog
least<part1y for security purposes.’ While the campaign never specifically
advocated or remarked on the value of canine acquisitions, apparently the
ambiance. of the McGruff character and its general identification with
"watchdogs" and "taking a bite out of crime” sparked in some respondents
a desire for a dog for protection. This result may have been abetted by the
rather strong positive audience appeal of McGruff noted among national
sample respondents. ‘

Purchases of new'locks and anti-theft étickers were significantly
associated with campaign exposure in the simple regressions, but the

relationships did.not hold with the controls in place.

IS

@
Percentage Changes in Preventive Activities

Despite the strength of the above relationships, it should be kept in
mind that the campaign of course did not impact all persons encountering 1t,

or even necessarily sizable majorities. The findings may be seen in a

E
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somewhat more "pragmatic" light by examining the net percentage changes in
Table 14. The activities shown are those for which-a significant campaign-
related éffect was found. In the first column, we‘report for rOugh,baée-
line purposes the perceﬁtage of respondents consistently taking actions in
the pre-campaign wave of interviews. In the remaining columns, the net
'change in freduency of activity between the first and second interviewing
waves are presented,.for the campaign exposed and unexposed groups. (The
net change represents the percentage of respondents doing the activity

more frequently at Time 2 minus the percentage doing it less frequently.

at- Time 2.) We éee, for example, that the net change in using outdoor
lights between Time 1 and Time 2 for the exposed group was 29 percent, while
for the unexposed gfoup it was only nine percent. Similarly, use of timer
lights "gained" 1in the exposed group by 18 percent, while it actﬁally declined
in the unexposed group by 13 percent, and so forth down the table. Thus

,we see that in most instances the actual percentages of respondents involved

in these campaign-associated activity changes is quite substantial.

Collaborative Findings from the National Sample o

The panel‘data supportive of the impact of the campéign are further

, co£¥3%orated by these general findings from the national sample survey:

**Among those exposed to the Take a Bite Out ¢f Crime PSAs, over a
quarter said they had paid a 'great deal of attentidn to them, and three-
quarters reported paying at least '"some' attention. Eighty-eight percent
were able to verbalize a main poipt of the ads, with nearly a third of
those mentioning cooperation with other people to help prevent crime as

a main message.

**A strong majority of those exposed perceived the ads as effectively
conveying their message, and said they found the information contained
in them worth passing on to other people. The reactions were consistently
favorable among all population subgroups, although younger persons'teqded

to rate the ads more positively._

**Nearly a quarter of those exposed said they héd learned something new
from the PSAs, and 46 percent said they had been reminded of things they'd
known before but had forgotten. Younger persons and women were likelier

ito report having been reinforced in this way.

]
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*%*Jpwards of haif of‘the respondents recalling the ads said they .had
made them more concerned about crime and more confident in'protecting
themselves. Over half said the PSAs had made them feel more responsible
about preventing crime and in perceiving citizen.grcup efforts as more
effective.

) **Twenty=-two percent said the ads made them more fearful of being

victimized, with women being likelier to report this than men.

** Nearly a fourth of the exposed sampie said they had taken preventative
actions due to having seen or heard the ads, including improving household
security and helping their neighbors in prevention efforts. Women were

likelier to have reported doing so than men.

DISCUSSION

All in all, the findings suggest that the Advertising Council's
Take a Bite Out of Crime PSAs had marked and consistent influences on .
citizen perceptions and attitudes regarding crime prevention, as well as
on their taking of specific preventative actions.

Individuals exposed to the campaign exhibited significant increases
over those not exposed in how much they thought they knew about crime
pre;ention; how effective they thought cltizen prevention efforts were;
and how confident they felt about being‘ableqto protect themselves from
crime} The PSAs also appeared to have a strong impact-on the taking of
crime prevention actions by citizens. Exposure to the campaign was .
significantly related to increases in six‘cf the seven specific preventative
activities most emphasized in the televised PSAs.  Particularly noteworthy
were campaign-related increases in neighborhood cooperative crime prevention
efforts.

Taken at face value, these findings go far in refuting many of the
hypotheses and assumptions concerning campaign efficacy posed in earlier
decades. And, they tend to support more recently suggested Giewa of the
.media having the potential for more substantial perauasive effects,

Currently underway are analyses which will attempt to explain the
perhaps more important considerations of "how" and "why" the influences
occurred. At this point we conclude that the rather "scattershot" dissemina-

tion of the campaign resulted in a wide range of effects across a wide

19l
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range of people. While the impact of the key themes of the PSAs=-improved

home security and cooperation with neighbors "and police--were clear and
prevalent throughout these findings, it is also apparent that some parts of
the messages hit home with gome citizens but not with others. The reasons
underlying such differences are doubtlessly bound up in a host of inter-
acting personal dispositions and social and environmental considerations. &

Preliminary findings from analysés currently being carried out suggest
that the distribution of campaign effects was by.ho means uniform across
the population. For example, the PSAs appear to have stimulated far greater
attitudinal change in men than in women, as well as increases 1n somewhat
individualisqic behaviors, e.g. acquiring a dog and reporting incidents
to the police. On the other hand, women exposed to the campalign seem
"considerably more likely to engage in increased cooperatiVe prevention
activities with their neighbors: And, while in many instances the égAs
éeemed most effective among individuals previously more competent in tergis
of prevention (supporting a '"reinforcement' hypothesis), substantial chahges
were at times found within less prevention-competent cohorts as well.

Subsequent analyses will focus on such issues as the role in campaign
influence of citizens' prior dispositions; selective attention; prior
informational need; prior perceived utility of preventioqvinformation; and
opinion leadership. Moreover, we will examine the relationships among
changes found in cognitions, attitudes and behaviors, within pre-campaign
levels of each.

The final goals of tﬁe prbject include not only documentation as to
how effective ongoing crime prevention strategies may be and policy
recommendations for the future, but also more refined models of how public

information campaigns in general may affect the public.
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 “STOP A CRIME”

"'_ : S _ Public Service Announcements

ya ‘ B Available'in :60, :30, :10 Versions
[ VI " 60 SECONDS

1978 Tne Agvartising Council, mc

That's too bad, because elf crimu ';-A‘
needs Isochance Don't give ta-
o chance :

DOG: You know what | think? 1 - It's o fundy thing. A lotof people
think ‘you -forgot: 10 lock . youv dothot..ﬁhey forget.

doot -

ugm up yout doors. quh ()

Say, | undommd you 're ooln to
ako burgllrs narvous ’ _

Peoﬂo next wnk

‘While_vou're gone, ‘have. & .
‘neighbor_keep_an eye on.your: |
u" . . ¢ .‘ 'v .

Fudge brownles! And mo"on e Oh,you don't know me, see. It's.
diet. N my job to teach you 1o Drouc!

yoursolvos -

* You know, Pplck up yout moll .
koop the pluco looking lived in. -

v

ind use e timer, to turn |l his on
oﬂoit. S v g

A ML AL PIOM

TAKL A BITL juT b o WA FRIVENTION (a8 2

LR EXE Frar 5o
PN

RO% % LA

Lock  Tekeebitegutofcrime. | '

‘Oh, and ohe mare’ i’liih'"’ :
wey -

your doors. Thet's ln
to, ahh... -

Make it your lob 1o learn. Write to
8ox 6;00 Rockvlllo. Maryland

O olunteer Agency Dancer, Fitzqerald Sample, Inc. VolunteerCoordlnator' EdwardW Dooley, Citibank N.A.
' .onre

| EKCNcP 9160!0NCP-913010NOP-9110 | |




The Joneses. They know. . - . MR. JONES' I"think they're:  DQG: See, the Joneses know, the Gflstraps I have to tell -
_JONES BOY:: Dad, aren’t the - -being robbed. Should we call if ‘they dont tell the cops . them, later. (MR. JONES
Gilstraps in Tojedo? . the police? ‘ _now, Hello, thus is...) ’

‘ : : MRS. JONES: Call the pohce . .

DOG: Meanwhile, these fel- « Hey, hot pastramjl That looks , COPF: 10-4.
lows are eating lunch—oh, very good. )
about a block away. - .

r

IToxt Provided by ERI
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“MIMI MARTH""

Public Service Announcements
Avdilable in :60, ;30, :10 Versions

Now - see th‘ét( lady — she's This is Mimi Marth, pan of

callin’ the cops. - A Ehe Eyes and Ears Patrol of
p——— ' - artrord, . oo

See that guy — he's stealin’

that bike.




[ -('

- B ‘ ‘*“m

e -

There's 126 of em-— reqular Here's another one: Albert Halfway down the block' So, Albert calls the Agp..

D@M@djﬁ% - . Bell. Yesterday, it ‘was his Albert _g_gs_a_jnannge_t‘nan . " Fast. - ]

workin'® __together  against . turn to patrol. nosing around the Barnett's : a
______.m .

cume. _ basement window.

And the cops pnck the guy up. Y'know, when it comes to people like Mimi and Albert . So could a person like you
Fast. Way to go, Albert! _ preventin’ crime, - , . really make a differerice. Find out more.

; Write to Bo ssoo nockwne . And help, ahh...Take a bite
‘ « . Maryland. - out of crime. _

* ’ v ' . o B
EKCIH!GG' Agency Dancer, Fitzgerald Sample lnc Volunteer Coordinatos Edwardw Dooley, Cmbank N.A.
' WeP- nswcmcp 1130/CNCP-1110 e o ea. . . 181 L




TABLE |

REGRESSION ANALYSES OF PREVENTION KNOWLI.GE AND ATTITUDES

BY CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE ‘AND CONTROL VARIABLLS (n=426)

*

. Prevention Prevention .Prevehtion '
Simple Regression Knowle@ge Responsibility Effectiveness
Campaign Exposure | | - .09* -.02 | .07% o
] (T1 control only)
- Hierarchical Regression
s - (Block 1) B ‘
a '11.variable.’ . 25%% SULLE B LA
(Block 2)
Education s .08 IR -.01
age | ~01 . -.03 S L
Income . - | .01 ) J06° .05
Csex . | © ek .03 - |
Neighborhood Type ' ;01’ -.04 | .03 L
(Block 3) ' : o E f  ) ~
Viccimi;acioh Experience. 03 o =05 . -.0;
Media Crime Attention .06 ; _ .=.03 ‘ ) < 12%%
Other Prevention Eprsure ‘ .10% - ' .00 .04 _ -
- (Block'é) ) | ,\\“”(/ ) . ' ‘u
AR Campaign Exéosure .08* B -.03 ' .08* .
(32). ' | (.08) Coony ‘(.651
- *p .05 (one-tailed)

#*p. .01 (one-tailed) - S .




TABLE 2

REGRESSION ANALYSES OF PREVENTION CONCERN AND CONFIDENCE

BY CAMPAICN EXPOSURE .AND CONTROL VARIABLES (n=426)

, S o Ptevcnﬁién ‘ Prevention
‘ Simple Regression . Concern . Confidence
Campaign Exp63ure , .01 < 12%%k
(T1 control only)
’ Hierarchical Régressioﬁ
(ﬁiock 1) ’ / ‘ .
Tl variable ) : | L30%* e L 25 %%
. (Block 2) | N

_Education -.05 l,- - ;02
Age i | 02 -.16** B
Income \ ’ -.03" .03
Sex ‘ .02 ; ' DR L
Neighborhood Type | ;LS** ) .62 ‘
(Block 3) | )
Victimizapion Experience .04 ' .00 v

: Media Crime Attention ' SL1%% ;0? ‘
Other Prevgnti;h Exposure . .05 : .06

' (Block 4)

Campaign Exposure .02 ' .08* :

& | ‘ (.10) N 1))

] 1
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. « . TABLE '3 L
REGRESSION ANALYSES OF ﬁEIGHBORHOOD CRIME ORIENTATIONS
BY CAMPAIGN ‘EXPOSURE AND CON?ROL VARIABLES (n=426)

’ ‘ Crime = Night Neighbof- Compar. Neighbor-
Simple Regression’ Rate hood Safety hood Danger -
Campaign'Exposure -.04 .0& { .03

(T1 control oqu)
Hierargh;cal Regression
(Block 1) - | ]
11 variable 26 %% L4SHEH L29*% .
(Block 2)
Education .03 -.09 .01
Age ,.05 B ELAE -.dé
Income -.01 - 12%% -712**
Sex -.06" -.19** -.07% .
Neighborhood Type .04 ;02 -.08*
(Block 3) | *
Victimization Experi;ncev .07 -.01 -.05
Media Crime Attention .07 .08% .08*
Other Prevention Exposure .04 .06 -.03
(Block 4) | ‘
Campaign Exposure ‘;,05 .02 .00 .
) 5 (.06) (.38) (.14) ‘
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. TABLE 4

BlY CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE ANb COSTRUL VARIABLES (n-426;” -
| Burglary Violence
Simple Regregsion Probability Probability
Campaign Exposure o -.05 ' .10%% . I
(Tl control|only) .
Hierarchical egréssion
" (Block 1) , ’
Tl variable IR ‘.19 ol
(Block 2) | '
Educat;on -.04 -.07
' Age -.02 .00
Income .06 .02
.Sex 01 .01
Neighborhood Typ 04 -.04
(Block 3)
Victimizacion Expérience -.02 . o -, 11%*
Media Crime Attengion - J15 %% J12%%
Other Prevention®Ekposure .05 .06
(Block 4) ‘ ¢
Campaign Exposure - » =.08% : .07
\(R?) (.13) .on
, 33




TABLE 5

REGRESSION ANALYSES OF TARGET HARDENING BEHAVIORS

) BY CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE AND CONTROL VARIABLES {n=426)
: Lock Doors | Lock_boors

Simple Regression B When Out When In
Campaign Exposure ‘ ’

(T1 control only) .02 . =.01,
Hierarchical Reg;ession
(Blockgl) )
Tl va_rigb”le : S L 28 %% : .30 %

~ (Block 2) | | . |
Education ' " -.03 7 . -, 12%%
Age - .01 . .10%
Income I , -.02 , . .07
Sex .05 -.18 %%
Neighborhood Type ' .09* .02
(Block 3) '
Victimization Experience -.03 -.03
Media Crime Attention -07* .00
Other Campaign Exposure .05 : -.03
_(Block 4)
Campaign Exposure | ©.02 .01
N
(&%) , (.08) ‘ (-15)
*p< .05 (one-tailed)

#hp .01 (one-tailed)




TABLE 6

REGRESSION ANALYSES OF DETERRENCE BEHAVIO§S,_»

BY CAMPALIGN EXPOSURE AND CONTROL VARIABLES (n=426)

‘ ’ / Indoor Outdoor Timer
Simple Regression . L:@ghts On Lights On -Lights
Campaign Exposure . .o +
(Tl control -only) - ’ - 00 - cl2%% . .07%
o ﬁii;agcl:}5§L .l_lgigifssion e s ~L -
(Block 1) )
- Tl variable ' EILLEN | -2_8‘* L35*%*
(Block 2) ' ;
Education ’ -.06 .=.05 .02
Age ’ -.02 .03 ' .06
Incume .047 ’ .06 S12%%
Sex - -.04 ' -.08%* -.05
Neighborhood Type ) - .01 ' ’ . .'06 .08%
" (Block 3) | i
Viccimiiaci_on Experience -.07 -.02 .00
Media Crime Attention -.00 ©oLo1 -.01
Other Campaign Exposure .03 -.04 -.01
(Block 4) o
Campalgn Exposure - =.02 7_-12** . +09%*
(R%) o o®) * (.08) lean

Ty




-TABLE 7
REGRESSION ANALYSES OF SURVEILLANCE BEHAVTORS
PBY CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE AND CONTROL VARIABLES (n=426)

" v : « Police " Stop Neighbor
Simple Regression Check Deliveries " To Watch
Campaign Exposure , _

(T1 control only) -.03 . .QS : . .08
Hierarchical Regression . ’ ’
(Block 1)

Tl variable e33R0 c12%% 130k
(Block 2)

Education - Qé .03 -.06
ge ‘ -.07 -.03 -.00
Income L1S5H* .08% L17%
Sex .01 -.07 -.07

Neighborhood Type -.05 -.03 .02
(Block 3)

Victimization Experience .05 - .01 . 10%%
Media Crime Attention 4 .05 . 01 -.06
Other Campaign | Exposure .04 . 19* © .04
(Block 4) | J
Campaign Exposure -.05 .03 .10%
(r%) (.12) (.03) (.05)




-

TABLE

-

REGRESSION ANALYSES OF PERSONAL PRECAUTION BEHAVIORS

' BY CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE AND CONTROL VARIABLES (n=426)

Simple Regression

Campaign Exposure
(Tl control only)

Hierarchical Regression

(Block 1)

Tl variable

(Block 2)

Education

Ape

Income

Seﬁ

Neighborhood Type
(Block 3)

yic:imizaﬁion Expgrience
Media Crime Attention
Other Campaign Exposure
(Block 4) -

Campaign Exposuré

%)

Go Out/

Someone

-.04

L25

-.08%

«12%%
-.29%*
.03

.08*

.05

(.25)

Go Out
By Car

.03

L25 %

"002

.05

-028**

. -.07

.04
.10%*
.08%

.00

(.22)

Take Avoid
Device Places
.01 -.00

L25 0% L2550
-.04 -.10*

-.010 "002
-.05 -, 09%
-.12%% -, 13%%

.08 .02

.02 '.03.

.07 .08%*

.09%n c12%% .
-.01 -.03
(.08) (.13)

————




| o TABLE 9

REGRESSION ANALYSES OF COOPERATIVE BEHAVIORS

BY CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE AND CONTROL VARIABLES (n=426) ‘

Neighborhood Police Organization ‘ >

Simple Regression Observing Reporting Joining

.~ Campaign Exposure - /

(T1 control only) ‘ BOLLEE +13 % .09 %%

Hierarchical &gression |
(Block 1) B '
T1 variable ‘ .19 %" . .20** N B
(Blocli 2) |
Education g -.08 -.02 .08¥
Ag,e;' : - . .04 -.15** .02
Income _ L15h% L09% - .06 ‘

¥ Sex - -.02 .01 , - 14
Ne'ighbox'hood Type -.04. -.02 -.01
(Block-3) |
Victimizaction Experience .04 L22** L7
Media Crime Attencion 06 .01 -.03 *
Other Campaién Exposure S T . 1'0*'* S11nn ' ;
(Block 4) . .
Campaign Exposure L12%% . 08» .09%
(r%) (.08) (.13) (.13) "




e LRSS
TABLE 10
hEGRESSIQN ANALYSES OF TARGET HARDENING PURCHASES ) .
BY CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE AND CONTROL VARIABLES (n=426)
Security  New E Burglar-
Simple Regression Check Locks Alsrm ¢
Camplign Exposure ' | |
(T1 control only) -.01 .08% -.03
Hierarchical Regression |
(Block: 1) | ’
T1 varisble | St 35 36 Y
(Block 2) |
Education | " =-.05 .03 -.16**-
Age L1 -.08% . -.03
Income : .01 .09%” .04 i
Sex . .01 02 -0
Neighborhood Type . .05 01 .07
(Block 3) )
Victimization Experience. .06 .01 .04
Media Crime Attention .02 ’ J12%% .03
Other Campaign Exposure .07 .05 .04
(Block 4) . |
Campaign Exposure .02 .04 -.03
(&%) (.03) ¢.15) ' (.12)
- 39 '




’
‘ CTABLE 1] )
RECRESSION ANALYSES OF DETERRENCE PURCHASES
BY CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE AND CONTRQL VARlABLES (n=426)
| Outdoor - An.ti-Theft: Dog for
Simple Regression Lights Stickers Security
Campaign E';xpoaurc ‘ .
(T1 control only) -.05 ) *.06% L08%%
Hierarchical Regression )
(Block 1)
Tl variable _.;20** .146."“ ) .56“.
(Block 2) | ) ¥
- Education -.06 -.03 . -.09%
Aue a .02 o1l -2
Income - C .07 .09 A -
Sex " .06 -.01 ' . -.02
Neighborhood Type .01 -.08*% | L07%
(Block 3) |
Victimization Expefience‘ -.01 -.01 -~ -.01
Media Crime Attention .02 3 .01 -.04
Other Campaign Exposure ' -.06 .02 .01
(Block 4) ' ‘ “
Campaign Exposure -.04 .06 .06*
. [}
(Rz) (,93) .
. o

»4U




TABLE 12

REGRESSION ANALYSES OF LOSS REDUCTION PURCHASES

BY CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE AND CONTROL VARIABLES (n=426)

: : o Property ' - Theft N
- Simple ngressio’n - ID ' ' Insurance

Campaign Exposute. v . . S
(T1 control only) o . 04

Hierarchical Regression

(Blotk 1)
Tl variable

(Block 2)
Education
Agé :
Iﬁcoqg'

v:Neighbothﬁqd fype

© (Block 3) '
Vicgiﬁiihtion:Expefiencé
Media Crime Attentioﬁ'
~Other Campaign Exposure
(Block 4) |

Céﬁpaign Exposure

(R%)




_ TABLE 137

-

A

REGRESSION ANALYSES 0§ PERSONAL PRECAUTION PURCHASES

BY CAMPAIGN EXPOSURE AND CONTROL VARIABLES (n-676)

. Peephole Protective
Simple Regression ' In Door L pevices
" Campaign Exposure | , | g : . y :
(T1 control only) - : -.~04‘ B ’ ; "‘-.‘00
Q'Hietat‘chic-al Regreséic;n_ ‘ |
(.Blocki'l) ; |
TLvartable - .33% et
(Block 2) : ‘ o . . .
<" Education “ ' . o -.02 . -.14**
Age | T -.01 S 16 %
income ' N c | .07 v N .,10*’;_
sex -0l ' ;b9f-‘
Neighborhood Type | o -.03 o : .08*
(Block 3) |
Victimization Experience ‘ L 10%* o .04
Media Crime A:tenﬁion B - -.01 ) | | . +05
Other Campaign Exposure .07 . : .06
~ (Block 4) )
.Ca,mpalgn Exposure : ‘ . .04 . =.03

@)




‘TABLE'

14

NET PERCE!!TAG! CBANGES IN-KEY PREVENTATIVE ACTIVITIES BY EXPOSED

AND UK!X?OSED ‘GROUPS -

(n=204) -

)

: ’ Percent Perccntl'. Percent1
I«“AlVayl _ ‘Net Change: " Net Change
or "Yes" Exposed - ,  Unexposed .
Time 1 IGroqp , Group : -
Outdoor Lights‘ 412 +292 +97
N : )
‘I.‘:l.ur Lightl 302 ' . +182 -132
‘ .
Neighbor Watch . 62% +26% 4112
Neighborhood Observing 82y 0% . -z
‘Police Reporting 33% #» ~5%
" Organization Joining 13% " +10% '.+1z
Doé for Security 422 +19%° +liz‘
i (n=426) (n=222)

lFigurcl represent net pcrcenta.cl of respondents in each group dhnnging in
- the frequency with which they carried out each activity. (In the case of .

"Dog for Security,” the net pcrccn:agc changing dog ownership status is

" represented: )




